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PER CURI AM

Betty Kay Jones pled guilty to conspiracy to possess or utter
counterfeit obligations of the United States, in violation of 18
U.S.C. § 371 (2000), 18 U S.C.A § 472 (West Supp. 2003). The
district court sentenced her to six nonths in prison. Jones’

counsel has filed a brief in accordance with Anders v. California,

386 U. S. 738 (1967), stating that, in his view, there are no
meritorious grounds for appeal. However, he raises the issues of
whet her the district court conplied with Rule 11 of the Federa
Rul es of Criminal Procedure in accepting Jones’ guilty plea, and
whet her the district court erred in sentencing Jones to six nonths
in prison. Although notified of her right to do so, Jones has not
filed a pro se supplenmental brief. Finding noreversible error, we
affirm

After reviewwng the transcript of the plea proceeding, we
conclude that the district court fully conplied wth the
requi renments of Rule 11 in accepting Jones’ guilty plea. Turning
to the sentencing issue, we find that we have no authority to
review the district court’s decision to sentence Jones to SiX
nmonths in prison because this sentence is within the properly
cal cul ated guidelines range and is below the statutory naximm
sentence of five years. See 18 U S.C. 8§ 371 (setting forth

statutory maxinmun); United States v. Porter, 909 F. 2d 789, 794 (4th

Cr. 1990) (finding challenge to court’s exercise of discretionin



setting a sentence within a properly cal cul ated gui delines range
not addressabl e on appeal).

I n accordance with Anders, we have reviewed the entire record
in this case and have found no neritorious issues for appeal. W
therefore affirm Jones’ conviction and sentence. This court
requires that counsel informhis client, in witing, of her right
to petition the Suprene Court of the United States for further
revi ew. If the client requests that a petition be filed, but
counsel believes that such a petition would be frivolous, then
counsel nmay nove in this court for leave to wthdraw from
representation. Counsel’s notion nust state that a copy thereof
was served on the client.

We dispense with oral argunent because the facts and |ega
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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